The NEET indicator corresponds to the percentage of the total population of a given age group and sex that is not employed and not involved in education or training. The age, used in the indicators, varies. Eurostat uses an indicator which covers the 15-24 years age olds [European Commission, 2011 as cited in Eurofound 2012: 22] , while the OECD use a measure covering 15 to 29 year olds [OECD, 2013: 326] . The term NEET in most European countries refers to young people aged 15-24 [Eurofound, 2012: 20] . It is worth mentioning that "while the youth unemployment rate refers just to the economically active members of the population who were not able to find a job, the NEET rate can be understood as the share of the total population of young people who are currently not engaged in employment, education or training" [Eurofound, 2012: 23] . It seems that specific groups have an increased probability of becoming NEETs, including those 'with low levels of education, an immigration background, some level of disability or problems of mental health as well as young people with a problematic family background' [Eurofound, 2012: 55-56] . There is obviously a heterogeneity within the NEETs category/ group [Papadakis, Kyridis, Papargyris, 2015: 47] . Specifically, that heterogeneity is related to individuals' different socio-demographic characteristics and family background in combination with the heterogeneity of the countries. As Eurofound [2016] points out "since its inception, the NEET concept has proved a powerful tool in enhancing understanding of young people's vulnerabilities in terms of labour market participation and social inclusion. As arguably the best proxy to measure the extent of young people's disadvantage, the NEET indicator can integrate subgroups such as young mothers and young people with disabilities -groups particularly at risk of being marginalised under the traditional 'inactive' label -into the policy debate" [1] .
NEETS IN THE EU: TRENDS AND DATA
The term NEET, initially appeared in the 1990s, in the UK, "is now centrally embedded in the policy discourse of the European Commission, the European Parliament and the Council of the European Union" [Eurofound, 2016: 1] . It should be noted that NEETs rate is substantially interrelated to the youth unemployment rate, even it substantially differs, since the focus on NEETs, ex definitio "highlights the problem of 'inactive youth', together with the young unemployed, but it draws attention away from those who are employed but trapped in inferior types of job" [Bardak, Rubal Maseda, Rosso/ ETF, 2015: 7] . The rate of NEETs (aged 15 to 24) in the EU28 reached 13% in 2013, while it was just 10.9% in 2008 [Eurostat, as cited in European Commission, 2015: 17] . The share of the NEET population varies among EU Member States. In Greece, Italy and Bulgaria the NEET rate exceeded 20% in 2013 [Eurostat, 2017a] . The rate for NEETs in the EU has gradually decreased since 2013, yet remains higher (12% in 2015) than it was before the onset of the economic crisis [European Commission, 2015: 17] . NEETs rate variations resemble the one of the youth unemployment rate, since "in 2013, some 23.5% of young people (aged 15-24 years) across the EU were unemployed, the highest level ever recorded in the history of the EU. During the crisis, 18
Member States recorded their highest-ever levels of youth employment [Eurofound, 2014: 2] . The youth unemployment rate decreased markedly in 2014 and 2015 in comparison with 2013. In 2015, the EU youth unemployment rate was 20.3%. This decrease was consolidated over the course of 2016. In February 2016, the youth unemployment rate was 19.4%, the lowest level since April 2009" [Eurofound 2016: 5] . Indeed, in the vast majority of the EU countries, the rise in rates for NEETs was a consequence of the increase of youth unemployment, rather than inactivity. Specifically, in Greece, Spain and Croatia around 70% of NEETs were unemployed but active in 2014, while in Bulgaria, Romania and Italy the majority of NEETs were inactive [European Commission, 2015: 48] . However, the majority of inactive NEETs, are 'discouraged workers'. Namely, they believe that there is no available job for them [Eurofound, 2012: 33] . This fact implies that there are structural barriers in relation to young population's transition and inclusion in the labour market or in education [Eurofound, 2016: 20] . In countries such as Bulgaria, Greece, Cyprus, Spain, Italy, Croatia and Romania the NEET rate increased considerably since the beginning of the crisis until 2015, not least due to increases in youth unemployment. In 2015, the NEET rates in these countries were 19.3%, 17.2%, 15.3%, 15.6%, 21.4%, 18.5% and 18.1% respectively [Eurostat, 2017a] (see Figure 1 ). It should be noted at this point, that given that the NEETs rate reflects the share of young people not in education, employment or training in the total corresponding population (and not just the economically active ones, such as in the case of unemployment), the NEET population (12% in the EU28) was 6.604.000 in 2015, while the Youth Unemployment Rate, even higher (namely 20.3%) corresponded to 4.641.000 young people [Eurofound 2016: 10-11] . That quantitative data highlight the extent of the challenge, set to the public policy agenda by the phenomenon of NEETs.
YOUNG UNEMPLOYMENT AND YOUNG PEOPLE NOT IN EDUCATION, EMPLOYMENT OR TRAINING IN GREECE.
Undoubtedly, Greece is an economically and socially weakened country [see analytically Papadakis et al, 2017] , heavily affected by the Crisis and Recession. The impact of the ongoing crisis in Greek employment was huge and persistent. Unemployment has risen from 7.8% in 2008 [Eurostat, 2017b] to 27.5% in 2013, with 1319562 people being unemployed in December 2013 [HSA, 2017a: 2] . Since the onset of the crisis, unemployment in Greece remains extremely high, even slightly decreasing since 2014. While total unemployment in the EU28 dropped to 8.1% in January 2017 (its lowest level since 2009 and 0.8 percentage points lower in January 2016), total unemployment in Greece was still 23% in November 2016, [Eurostat, 2017c] . In addition, at the 3 rd quarter of 2016, the long-term unemployment rate in Greece reached 16.7%, over four times the level for the EU28 [Eurostat, 2017c; Eurostat, 2017d] . In 2011, Matsaganis [2011] claimed that "the rise in unemployment is likely to be transformed into higher poverty, while in the past the correlation between the two has been rather weak" [510] . Indeed, this is what actually happened within the forthcoming years. In 2015, 21.4% of the Greek population was living under the poverty limit, while 35.7% was at risk of poverty or social exclusion, according to the Hellenic Statistic Authority [HSA, 2016: 1-2] . Youth unemployment is explicitly related to poverty-risk and social exclusion. Even though no social group in Greece has been unaffected by the crisis, which left a quarter of economically active adults unemployed and about a third in poverty, at the 4 th quarter of 2016 [see in detail HSA, 2017b: 108-114, 126-127; Papadakis et al, 2017: 11] , the impact of the crisis on the new generation is particularly worrying, multi-parametric and mainly insisting.
The case of NEETs confirms the abovementioned argument. Greece, before the onset of the crisis, had a similar proportion of young people classified as NEET as the rest of the EU. However, by 2013 the rate for NEETs had reached 20.4% -almost double the rate for 2008 and 42% higher than the EU average (13%). By 2015 the NEET rate was still above 17% [Eurostat, 2017e] (see Figure 2 ). Within the period from 2008 to 2012, the percentage of women classified as NEET in Greece was higher than that for men. In 2012 the male NEET rate was 19%, 2.9 percentage points higher than in 2011 (16.1%) and 2.3 percentage points below the corresponding female rate (21.3%). In 2013, the female NEET rate slightly decreased to 20%, while men's rate increased to 20.9%. In 2014, both NEET rates dropped (to 18.7% for men and 19.6% for women), while in 2015 the NEET rate for both men and women dropped further (to 17.1% and 17.2% respectively) and converged [Eurostat, 2017e] . Regarding the regional dimension, Greece has witnessed a significant increase from 2011 to 2015, mainly in the regions of Thessaly, Ionian Islands, Central Greece and Peloponnese. Further, we should mention that despite the slight decrease at the country level, in island regions a mirror-image trend is evident. In 2015 the NEETs rate in Ionian Islands reached 25.5%, rising from 19.9% in 2014, while in South Aegean it reached to 22%, rising from 14.8% in 2014 [Eurostat, 2017f] . It is clear, that there is a direct and persistent correlation between the broader impact of the crisis 2 and the NEET rate, that reflects the ongoing disengagement of the youth from the labour market and the key social institutions. This disengagement arises from the impact of the economic recession on the labour market, resulting in a huge lack of jobs and, consequently, in the rapid increase of the youth unemployment rate in Greece [see in detail Papadakis, Kyridis, Papargyris, 2015: 47, 54, 58; Drakaki et al, 2014: 240-242] . Furthermore, the inadequacy of the Greek Welfare State, which has failed to protect NEETs and young people in general as well as to re-integrate them in the labour market, constitutes an additional major parameter for youth's disengagement from the labour market and the social institutions [Kotroyannos et al, 2015: 275-276] , in spite of the fact that "NEETs are also at the heart of the Youth Guarantee" [Eurofound, 2016: 12] applied for Greece as well. It should be noted at this point, that -according to a previous survey-the vast majority of Greek NEETs are economically active job-seekers. Additionally they are willing to migrate either within the country or abroad in order to find a job [see Papadakis, Kyridis, Papargyris, 2015: 67-68; Drakaki et al, 2014: 247; GPO & KEADIK, 2012: 42, 50; KEADIK & KANEP, 2013: 20] , given that the labour market has partially collapsed in the country.
THE CURRENT STATE OF PLAY: RECENT RESEARCH FINDINGS ON NEETS IN GREECE
TODAY An EEA-funded large-scale research Project entitled 'NEETs2' (EEA Grants/GR07-3757), was completed in 2016. In brief, through primary nationwide quantitative and qualitative research, the project aimed, firstly, at the research-based mapping of the relationship between Greek NEETs and psychopathology, the sketching of their psychological profile as well as the investigation of the impact of the economic crisis on their psychological profile and life course. Furthermore, it aimed at the research-based mapping of NEETs' skills profile and their needsin-skills. Within this context, the quantitative and qualitative findings led to a targeted and competences-based training-reskilling programme (including two counseling and vocational guidance handbooks) and a proposed set of psychological supportive activities towards NEETs' social inclusion in Greece. This recently completed research project, emphasized key determinants of NEETs' life course and values as well as of young people in general in Greece, including civic values, public trust, political behavior and survival strategies. Based on the stratified, quota-based, sampling (with 2769 respondents in the total of the 13 Administrative Regions), the key findings of the "NEETs2" Project were the following: the NEET rate, in May 2016, was 16.4% of the Greek young population (aged 15-24) [KEPET & KEADIK, 2016: 7] , while NEETs, compared to our control group (namely young people 15-24 years), are older, have less age-adjusted years of education, are more likely to live with their parents, have more work experience and lower family income [see in detail Papadakis et al, 2017: 18-19] . Age seems to be a determining factor that affects a young person's chances to qualify as NEET. Following a descriptive analysis, we can document that after the age of 22 the NEET phenomenon grows exponentially and culminates at the age of 24 years, where 34.9% of people of this age are now NEETs [KEPET & KEADIK, 2016: 7] . This allows us to conclude that the Greek family (less so the Greek society) have managed to find ways prevent the marginalization of younger people, mechanisms which, however, do not cover equally efficiently older ages. The relatively low rates of early school leaving/dropout and respectively the high rates of completion of upper secondary education in Greece explain the low incidence of NEETs in the younger age groups. On the other hand, "the family protection even "unintentionally" contributes to young people's entrapment in a family enclave, which is transformed into a key tool of informal social protection, especially when the welfare State fails to actually protect,…. the traditional social enclave of family undertakes the treating of social pathologies that "occur" to its members, assuming the role of "social protector" not only where when its members cannot be protected but also acting unsolicitedly" [Papadakis, Kyridis, Papargyris, 2015: 52 ]. Yet, family seems to operate as an individualized policy substitute, given the deconstruction of the Welfare State, preventing the total disruption of NEETs' life course.
Recent surveys document that "results also show that negative NEET effects are variable when stratifying by educational attainment and are different for men and women". The education level is a key variable in surveys on Neets [Ralston, Feng, Everington & Dibben, 2016] . Given that and regarding the education level of the young people in Greece, we should mention that almost 1 out of 4 young people (aged 15-24) is high skilled. 27.4% of the Greek NEETs are Higher Education graduates (clearly more than their peers-21.1%), namely more than 1 out of 4 NEETs is high skilled in Greece, Indeed, this is an alarming finding, especially given the fact that in the majority of the EU countries, NEETs are usually low or medium skilled [Eurofound, 2012: 31; Eurofound, 2016 : 2] (see Figures 3-4) . When it comes to family income, it should be noted that the majority of both the youth as such and the NEETs live in households with low or very low income. This finding is of particular interest. Further analysis, documents that NEETs are usually members of families with a lower income than their peers. We can, therefore, state that the family income is a decisive determining factor that increases a young person's chances to fall in the NEET category [Papadakis et al, 2016: 36-37] . In other words, the lower the monthly family income is, the greater the risk of social exclusion becomes. This formulates a vicious cycle since previous research findings in other contexts have revealed a strong relationship between NEET status and income, while long-term unemployment is usually associated to lower income [Gregg & Tominey, 2005] . There is no doubt, that NEET status in Greece is more frequent among lower socio-economic levels/ groups (with less age-adjusted years of education and lower family income).What is even more alarming is the fact that approximately 40% of the Greek young people live in households, whose monthly income is less than 1000 € (see Figure 5) . The above-mentioned findings further confirm the hypothesis of intergenerational transmission of Papadakis, N., Drakaki, M., Kyridis, A., & Papargyris, A. (2017) . Between a frightening Present and a disjoined Future. Recession and social vulnerability in the case of Greek Neets: Socio-demographics, facets of the Crisis' Impact and the revival of the intergenerational transmission of poverty. Advances in Social Sciences Research Journal, 4(18) poverty in Greece today [Papatheodorou & Papanastasiou, 2010; Papadakis, Kyridis, Papargyris, 2015: 56] . In terms of employability, it should be primarily noted that the majority of young people and the vast majority of NEETs have prior working experience [KEPET & KEADIK, 2016: 13] . NEETs, coming from families with lower income, were more forced to enter earlier the labour market, yet all of the 73.6% of them who have prior work experience are now unemployed. It is a crystal clear effect of the persisting crisis. The following findings make it self-evident. The vast majority of the NEETs (84.3%) as well as of their peers (79%) have lost their jobs during the last 2 years (see Figure 7) . The vast majority of young people (including NEETs) who has prior working experience, gained it mainly in the tertiary sector. Mainly, NEETs usually have previous work experience, due to seasonal employment (catering, leisure and tourism). Given that, we could presume that the ones, who are recently unemployed, belong to the category of seasonal employment. However, 32.7% of the young population and 39.7% of the NEETs, being before employed, have lost their jobs more than 6 months and less than 2 years ago. That's not the case for seasonal employment. Within the age group of 15-24 with prior work experience, the majority are men 20-24 years old. 44% of the young people (26.4% of NEETs and 47.8% of their peers) have not ever entered the labour market. 26.1% (26.3% of NEETs) of the ones, who did it, are now long-term unemployed [see analytically KEPET & KEADIK, 2016] . Delaying entry or being disengaged from the labour market hamper, decisively, the possibility of (re)integration into employment in general and eventually feedback the vicious circle of youth unemployment. Regarding the employment status and broadly the relationship of young people (including NEETs) to employment, the research findings clearly document that the economic crisis has contributed decisively to youth unemployment, while two main taxonomic categories are formulated, grosso modo: a) those who never have worked and b) those who have worked for a while and have been laid off, either as a result of cutbacks in personnel and in other cases due to bankruptcy of the company-enterprise they were employed in, or because they were seasonal or occasional employees. Of course, it should not also be ignored the case of those who left voluntarily.
Given that training is (or at least should be) an active employment policy [see in detail Papadakis, 2005] , the findings concerning training and its relation to employability, are absolutely discouraging. Just 15.9% of young people (17.7% of NEETs and 15.6% of their peers) have attended a training programme in the past. The minority of young people has attended a training programme and, among them, the vast majority considers training ineffective. It is obvious that despite unemployment, young people neither are attracted from training nor trust it at all (see Figures 8a-b ). Given all the abovementioned, the emotions caused to both Greek young people (in total) are not surprising. It seems that the impact of the ongoing economic recession has resulted in insecurity (48%), anger (27%) and anxiety (17.1%). Almost none is optimistic (3.6%), while there are no statically significant differences between NEETs and their peers [see in detail KEPET & KEADIK, 2016: 35] . Yet, when it comes to the individualized perception of social exclusion, a seemingly paradox rises. The relevant findings, related to whether NEETs feel socially excluded, seem unexpected: 90.2% of NEETs do not feel socially excluded, almost equally to their peers (93.6%) [KEPET & KEADIK, 2016: 26] . Undoubtedly, NEETs qualify for classification as socially excluded. However, as already stated, the majority of them do not feel socially excluded. Given that, is the abovementioned finding interpretable? Definitely. In fact, this precise finding totally resembles the relevant one, within the framework of the previous research on NEETs ('Absents Barometer'/ 2011 -2013 . It seems that, still "the family security grid, the widening of social vulnerability that inevitably brings many young people in a similar situation with Neets, reduce the feeling of alienation and isolation" [Papadakis, Kyridis, Papargyris, 2015: 64] . Alteris verbis, NEETs are not on their own, since a lot of their peers are in similar situation. The broader troubled state of play diminishes the feeling of isolation, however it clearly documents an ongoing hardened situation for numerous young people in Greece. In other words, NEETs do not feel excluded mainly due to the fact that there are so many others suffering. The abovementioned clearly affects NEETs' priorities and survival strategies. The survey revealed a totally reverse image, in terms of life-course design, between NEETs and their peers. While job-seeking is a clear priority for NEETs (up to 60.6%), learning process far exceeds (51.6%) in their peers' priorities [see in detail KEPET & KEADIK, 2016: 30] . The key choices, that young people have already done or are highly likely to do, include job seeking regardless its relation to their specialization and studies, migration abroad, changing residence (moving to another cheaper apartment or to family home) and changing even their dietary habits, by proceeding in severe cuts (see Figure 9 ). It is worth mentioning, that these top-5 choices are identical both to NEETs and their peers namely the rest of the youth [KEPET & KEADIK, 2016: 28] . Indeed, the impact of the crisis is multi-parametric, affecting substantial aspects and facets of young people's daily life.
The findings of the research project "NEETs2" are discouraging when it comes to issues of public trust and political behaviour. Public trust is collapsing among youth, while the vast majority of young people have a negative view on the political system and personnel, blaming them for their discouraging situation and the increasing difficulties that they face in their daily life [see in detail Papadakis et al, 2017: 29-33] . Further, when it comes to the degree of confidence on the Greek State in respect to the Welfare provisions, 91.4 % of the Greek youth do not trust at all or trusts a little the social welfare system in Greece. This lack of confidence is equally diffuse both in NEETs and their peers. Indeed, this is a further indication of the collapse of the public trust among young people in Greece, while the rising of a 'disengaged self' is clearly and further documented by the findings related to the ideological self-definition. 39.4% of the Greek young people (42.9% of NEETs and 38% of their peers) feel isolated and alienated from any established ideology. In other words, they are ideologically disengaged [see Papadakis et al, 2017: 31-33; KEPET & KEADIK, 2016: 43] . This is undoubtedly alarming. Green [2017] points out, "the 2007/2008 financial crisis and the ensuing recession and austerity dramatized the situation of young people because they were the age group which was hardest hit in terms of rising unemployment and declining real wages" [7] . In Greece, the ongoing recession still prevails and its impact over-determines adulthood and young people' life course. In the case of young people, absent from education, employment and training (namely NEETs) things seem even worse: "facing a discouraged and devastated reality, substantially reflecting on every key aspect of their life course, young people in Greece become increasingly frustrated, pessimistic and even angry" [Papadakis et al, 2017: 32] . Indeed, in the Greek case as many others "traditional approaches that try to understand young people's vulnerabilities in terms of their transition into adulthood have become less effective [Eurofound, 2016: 5] .
CONCLUSIONS

As Andy
It seems that the extended and persistent Recession hasn't just affected young people's and mainly NEETs' employability and life course, but even more has resulted in a gradually broadening disregard of the political system and the institutions. Their trust in social and political institutions is gradually collapsing, while lack of prospects, hopeless job seeking in a disjointed labour market, social exclusion (even not perceived as such, due to the extent of social vulnerability), ineffective training and severe cuts in the Welfare provisions define their present and undermine NEETs' (and many of their peers', as well) future. Their framework of standard biography 4 is subjected to an unpredictable deconstruction, since the long lasting crisis and the subsequent recession limit their future prospects and heavily affect their choices and survival-exit strategies. The family, seemingly affected by the crisis, operates as a policy substitute, since the public institutions are failing to provide reliable and viable choices (such as in the case of training). Yet is not either enough (given the intergenerational transmission of poverty) or negative effects-free -in several cases it enclaves young people- [Papadakis, Kyridis, Papargyris, 2015: 52] .
A future which doesn't seem less discouraging rather the present of a gradually disengaged youth raises a clear challenge to the public institutions and the stakeholders of the Society in Large. A challenge that should, by no means, remain unresolved.
